structures and values change over time? Given this framework, what was the range of educational experience which can be observed among these children, and how and why did its relative importance change over time?
While these questions have become familiar in studies of children and youth, scholars have tended to isolate a certain dimension in keeping with the trend towards specialized subfields of socio-historical research. In contrast, this paper explores the origins of mass schooling by bringing together three distinct fields: the history of education, demographic history, and economic history. In each of these fields, recent research has brought into question basic assump.
tions about the origins of contemporary Canada) The available research specifically related to children remains uneven, and any attempt to identify the changing meaning of structures or the varying ranges of ideas and behaviour is fi'aught with difficulty. And, of course, the vastness of these fields precludes comprehensive treatment in a single paper.
The publication of three major books between 2988 and 2990 attests to the current vitality of research activity in Ontario's educational history. In their own way, each of these studies, by Bruce Curtis, Susan E. Houston and Alison Prentice, and R.D. Gidney and W.P.J. Millar, builds on earlier work while also constructing new interpretations. The strongest link with earlier scholarship involves the continued emphasis on the thoughts and actions of the 'school promoters,' most notably, of course, Egerton Ryerson. However, these three books go well beyond this focus in addition to offering revisions to earlier characterizations of educational leaders."'
In contrast to previous work, Curtis and Gidney/Millar stress the opposition those like Ryerson faced in attempting to establish their school system. Interestingly, though, these researchers come to quite CHILDREN, SCHOOLING, AND FAMILY REPRODUCTION 161 different conclusions about their actual role. In discovering a variety of instances in which 'school supporters' (and sometimes students) opposed educational officials, Curtis implies that the builders of the 'Educational State' were a more formidable group than heretofore recognized; their ultimate victory was not an easy win over a passive or collaborating population. In turn, Gidney/Millar describe considerable struggle among distinct groups of school promoters who did not form a homogeneous force; indeed, at least in the case of secondary schooling, Ryerson and his allies often lost to other educational leaders, including those representing small towns and villages.
Houston/Prentice do acknowledge various examples of opposition to the school promoters and of debate among proponents of educational reform, but they are more impressed by evidence of general approval of the official project of mass schooling. While their own research led to this conclusion as early as the 197os, they no longer insist on the overwhelming power of the school promoters to establish a public system. Rather, their reinterpretation involves an insistence on complexity, on an historical 'fabric tightly woven of multiple intentions and effects.' The lack of opposition was, thus, not the result of consensus or bourgeois hegemony. Quite different individuals and groups came to support mass schooling for their own In the •97os, many scholars (notably Houston and Prentice) interpreted the actions of public school promoters in terms of social control nourished by fear of dislocated (and thus potentially dangerous) 'traditional' mentalities in an emerging modern world of cities and factories. Children and youth were seen to be particularly at risk, and thus schools were designed for the purpose of moral, social, and economic order. In this view, the definition of children as pupils was intimately related to the importance of urban industrialization. The implication was that rural society, and its assumed lack of interest in education, was rapidly declining in the face of increasing metropolitanism, with its enthusiasm for educational reform. The school systems reflected the new social organization of cities, the new demands for industrial workers, and the need to integrate the numerous immigrants into their new society. In other words, traditional educational forms became outmoded by the dawn of modern society as engendered by the Industrial Revolution; the result was massive institution building, beginning with schools. l" This assumption was the rationale for the urban social history projects that were undertaken by certain educational historians to examine the type of new industrial city dictating ideas and behaviour by •85o. it also weakened to some extent the need to see educational reform as primarily an urban development, since agricultural labourers could be included among the increasing proletarians. Thus, the initial explicative triad of urbanization, industrialization, and immigration came to be reconceptualized within a different chronology. The impact of industrialization was relocated in the • 86os and • 87os while the independent meaning of urbanization in the x84os and •85os was reinterpreted in terms of merchant capital and a general process of increasing wage labour. For its part, immigration took on added significance, especially in concert with rapid natural increase. The swelling ranks of the wage-labour force provided, it was said, a new context in which the idea of mass education found strong appeal. To address these questions, family history provides an essential context for the nineteenth century. While a great deal remains to be learned about this history, the continuing importance of family and kin to individual existence is no longer in doubt for nineteenthcentury Ontario. The specific analytic advantage of the concept of family reproduction is that it captures the ways in which one generation both biologically creates the next and materially strives to ensure its security and survival.
The essential characteristic of family reproduction is that it is future-oriented. This feature is particularly noteworthy for the study of rural society, since historians have tended to depict rural families as present-minded and reluctant to innovate in anticipation of changed conditions. The data now available on rural fertility, marriage patterns, and inheritance suggest the inappropriateness of this depiction. Rather than being trapped by their own traditional mentalities, the members of rural families appear to have been quite responsive to their changing environment. As early as the midnineteenth century in the Ontario townships, they were revising the ways in which they reproduced themselves both demographically and Studies have also now shown that an earlier tendency to view rural families as little capitalist enterprises always seeking to maximize immediate production is misleading at best. Rather, a high priority appears to have been the maintenance of family and kinship bonds that fbrmed the basis of communal and ethnic attachment. This priority certainly involved sentiment but it was also directly related to the material insecurity of everyday life. The best long-term economic guarantee was an extensive network of relatives, some of whom would always, it was hoped, be in a position to support needy individuals. Such support might take the form of facilitating migration, helping establish farms, or perhaps identifying a job opportunity. This familial ideology engendered ethnic patterns of settlement as well as the maintenance of ties across time and space.
Despite the major social, economic, and cultural changes of the nineteenth century, researchers have not found that familial ideology simply broke down. While the new institutions (including schooling) can be considered as attacks on family solidarity in that they promoted a state-defined identity, scholars have shown that families often used such institutions only for their own reasons and within a family context. The ways in which various family members viewed such activities, and the importance they held for them as individuals, clearly reflected the patriarchal underpinnings of the nineteenth century as well as their specific historical context. In this sense, the continued importance of families does not imply homogeneous experience and should not be associated with stasis more than change. In fact, rapid transformation appears to have engendered complex and competing forces. As a result, family members were both pushed together and pulled apart as they constantly reevaluated the most promising ways in which to achieve security and stability.
Perhaps the most surprising evidence of recent research is that fertility was being controlled from as early as the mid-nineteenth century? The recent analyses undertaken by Marvin Mclnnis and others indicate that efforts to limit family size were particularly evident in Ontario's older settled regions but were also apparent in the more recently opened townships. Fertility in cities came to be lower than in the countryside after mid-century, but the pattern of change was exceedingly complicated. Indeed, no single explanation has been able to account for the extent to which the various regions of Ontario experienced general fertility reduction. While family size • One tantalizing suggestion, however, is that the attitudes and relative importance of men and women in deciding to control family size were quite different. 44 Two possibilities are relevant to this suggestion: that women may have been more interested than men in limiting family size; and that women and men may have had their own reasons for doing so. Almost no evidence has yet been presented with which we can examine these possibilities for the mid-nineteenth century, but it is intriguing that family limitation began in an era when the written evidence suggests that it was disapproved by both formal and informal ideologies and structures. Since such evidence has an inherent bias in favour of the importance of patriarchal authority, the practice of family limitation implies that the internal workings of actual families was far more complex than described in the documents of the time?
The important conclusion for understanding the changing position of children is that rural as well as urban families were recalculating the rhythms of their reproduction throughout the era of public school construction. Although children in larger families were more likely to go to school during the mid-nineteenth century the reverse pattern took A further aspect of the demographic changes evident during the second half of the nineteenth century included two trends related to marriage: an increasing age at marriage for most men and women, and a growing minority of adults who never married. These patterns include significant variation among certain groups in specific settings, but the general trends were evident in both cities and rural areas?
Since the first phases of industrialization are usually associated with a decreasing age of marriage, the data on age at marriage further In this analysis, the changing demographic features of nineteenthcentury Ontario related directly to inheritance practices since the timing of marriage and family size both depended upon material circumstances. In order to marry, couples had to be able to form their own households. Ideally, households were based on land ownership, but even for couples who became tenants, some basis of material security was the highest priority. Wage labour could certainly be important in family formation but, unless one of the small number of non-seasonal relatively secure positions could be attained, the inherent insecurity of working for an employer in the nineteenth century encouraged continued reliance on parents for the wherewithal to establish households. Moreover, family solidarity was enhanced by an understanding (sometimes made explicit) that the unpaid labour youth performed for the family had to be compensated by a share of This general characterization of inheritance lays the foundation for a possible reinterpretation of the position of children within the changing patterns of educational, economic, and demographic behaviour. By viewing these patterns as related to the changing dynamics in the interior of families, the inherent interrelationships of school, work, and family structure within the lives of specific individuals becomes the necessary focus of attention. In this sense, the critical question that emerges for children concerns the ways in which going to school became an increasingly important part of the process of family reproduction. Rather than implying a quite sudden transformation of producers into pupils, this question seeks to understand the changing relative importance of schooling within a complex web of familial priorities.
Specifically, it can be hypothesized that, during the course of the nineteenth century, parents increasingly came to consider sending
